Renewed Petition to Withdraw the Holding of Abandonment Under 37 CFR 1.181 



03/16/05 

Application No. 10/615,577 
Applicant Riemma, Vincent 



Mail Stop 24 

Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Attn Examiner Stephen N Meyers 
Patent Technology Center 3600 



Mr. Meyers, 

My intent has always been to continue processing this patent and it should never have 
been abandoned in the first place. If any of my prior correspondences were delivered 
unsigned it was an oversight. 

Enclosed you will find SIGNED copies of the prior correspondences, the first was dated 
02/26//04. The first letter has still not been responded to by your office because they lost 
this letter (delivered by March 1 2004). Proof of delivery was provided to Mr. Swaitek. 
This is further explained in the other letters dated September 2004, in which one of them 
was the unsigned request to continue to have this patent's abandoned status lifted. It 
should be restated that the abandoned status only occurred as a result of your office's 
misplacement of my 02/26/04 correspondence. The September 2004 letters were merely 
formality in getting the abandoned fee waived and to have my patent put back on track. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Sincerely, 




Vincent Riemma 



2/26/04 



Application No. 10/615,577 
Applicant Riemma, Vincent 



Mail Stop 24 

Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Attn Examiner Robert P Swiatek 
Art Unit: 3643 



Mr. Swiatek, 

This is a response to your attached letter dated February 2, 2004. In your letter you 
wished to have the invention clarified. 

It is my intent to have the Twin Tank Water Stabilization System with plumbing and fill 
capabilities patented. The housing cabinet for the invention used in the original 
submission, as stated in your letter, is simply for examination purposes and only serves as 
an example. You are correct to distinguish between the two items as a specific cabinet 
design is unnecessary so long as it will allow for twin tanks. The plumbing component of 
the invention, and parts therein that allow for the exchange of water between the tanks 
and interface with the building's plumbing is the idea I wish to patent. 

I hope this provides you the required information. Essentially, Invention I, as indicated 
in your letter, would be the item I wish to patent. Invention II (housing), as indicated, 
can be modified and specialized, but is not a required to be of an exact specification for 
Invention I to work. 

It is not my intent to patent Invention II at this time, and as these inventions are 
independent of each other, should not be necessary in order to move forward with the 
patent for Invention I. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Sincerely, 




Vincent Riemma 



09/16/04 



Application No. 10/615,577 
Applicant Riemma, Vincent 



Mail Stop 24 

Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Attn Examiner Robert P Swiatek 
Art Unit: 3643 



Mr. Swiatek, 

This is in response to your letter dated September 8, 2004. In your letter you indicated 
you never received our last response sent in late February 2004. Included with this 
correspondence is a copy of that letter's proof of delivery and a reprint of our response to 
your original inquiry dated February 2, 2004. It is our intent to continue the processing 
of this patent as it should never have been moved to abandoned status. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Sincerely, 




Vincent Riemma 



09/20/04 

Application No. 10/615,577 
Applicant Riemma, Vincent 



Mail Stop Petition 

Commissioner for U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Attn Commissioner for Patent 
Art Unit: 3643 



Commissioner, 

This is a petition to revive a Patent Application that went into an abandoned status. 
Please find copies of the correspondence between myself and Robert Swiatek (art unit 
3643) dating back to February 2004. 

It is my intent to continue this patent process. I have delivery proof for the last letter that 
Mr. Swiatek never received. It is because Mr Swiatek never received this last 
correspondence that this patent has ended up in an abandoned status. A copy of that 
letter originally sent in February has been included in this correspondence. 

There should be no fee for this period. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Sincerely, 




Vincent Riemma 



